STATE OF VERMONT
HUVAN SERVI CES BOARD

In re Fair Hearing No. 19,811

)
)
Appeal of )

| NTRCDUCTI ON

The petitioner appeals the decision by the Departnent
for Children and Fam |ies, Econom c Services, (DCF) inposing
a sanction on his Reach Up Financial Assistance (RUFA)
benefits. The issue is whether the petitioner failed to

participate in the Reach Up program w t hout good cause.

FI NDI NGS OF FACT

1. The petitioner has been a recipient of RUFA benefits
for several years. As a condition of receiving these
benefits the petitioner participates in the Reach Up program
Having failed to obtain regular enploynent the petitioner has
been required to work at a subsidized job through Reach Up’s
Communi ty Service Enpl oynment (CSE) program

2. In April 2005 the petitioner was term nated fromthe
comunity service placenent where he was working due to his
enpl oyer’ s determ nati on of an “appearance of w ongdoi ng”.

He nmet with his Reach Up case manager on May 13, 2005, at

which time it was agreed that he woul d engage in a two week
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work search and neet with Reach Up once a week for two weeks.
The petitioner was instructed that if he didn't find
enploynment in this tinme he would be assigned to a CSE job at
the local recycling center. The petitioner did the first
week of the work search and net with his worker on May 20,
2005, at which tinme he was instructed to continue his work
search and report back to Reach Up on May 27, 2005.

3. The petitioner did not cone to his neeting on My
27, and he did not contact his Reach Up worker. On June 1
2005, his worker sent hima certified letter scheduling a
nmeeting on June 9, 2005 “to discuss your next comunity
service work site because your job search tinme has ended. At
the petitioner’s request that neeting was reschedul ed to June
10.

4. At the neeting on June 10, 2005 the petitioner
indicated that he did not want to work at the recycling
center. The case nmanager agreed to allow the petitioner
until June 13 to locate a job or an alternative CSE
pl acenent. The case manager orally advised the petitioner
that his RUFA grant woul d be sanctioned if he did not find a
j ob or accept a CSE placenent by that date.

5. The petitioner did not report back to his case

manager by June 13. Having heard nothing fromhi mby June
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16, the case manager notified the petitioner’s eligibility
wor ker that his RUFA grant should be sanctioned. On June 21,
2005 the Departnent notified the petitioner that his RUFA
grant woul d be reduced by $135 effective July 1, 2005 due to
a Reach Up sancti on.

6. At a hearing held on August 10, 2005 the petitioner
did not dispute that he had m ssed the Reach Up neetings in
June. He believes Reach Up is unfairly “pushing hinmf into
wor ki ng at the recycling center. However, other than his own
preference to try to find work el sewhere he did not allege
any reason why the recycling center is an i nappropriate job
site. The Departnent stated that it considers the recycling
center a “bottomline” CSE job site because it nearly al ways
has pl acenents available for individuals, |ike the
petitioner, who have had difficulties finding or retaining
pl acenents el sewhere.

7. At the hearing the petitioner also nade the hearing
officer aware of a dispute he had with Reach Up late in 2004.
It does not appear, however, that this dispute has any
bearing on his recent problens with Reach Up.

8. The petitioner has had two prior conciliations with

Reach Up within the last five years.
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ORDER

The Departnent’s decision is affirned.

REASONS

Participants in Reach Up who cannot find enpl oynent
after a certain period of tine are required to accept
“subsi di zed” enploynent in order to neet the work
requi renents of the RUFA program WA M § 2360.24. The
Depart ment places such individuals in subsidized enpl oynent
through its CSE program 8 2364.6. An individual is
considered not in conpliance with Reach Up whenever, inter
alia, he is found to have failed attend schedul ed neeti ngs,
“meet work requirements”, or “accept or retain enploynment”.
8§ 2370.1. In this case, as noted above, the petitioner
admts that he m ssed schedul ed neetings with his Reach Up
wor ker and that he refused a job at the recycling center.
O her than his preference not to work there, the petitioner
has not alleged any reason to avoid a CSE pl acenent at the
recycling center that could be considered “good cause” under
the regul ations. See § 2370. 31.

I ndi vidual s Iike the petitioner who have had two
conciliated disputes with Reach Up within the past five years

are subject to “immediate initiation of the sanctions process
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W t hout an opportunity for conciliation. 8§ 2371.1. In this
case it nust be concluded that the Departnent’s actions are
supported by the above provisions and that the petitioner’s
RUFA grant is subject to sanctions pursuant to 8§ 2372. 2.
Therefore, the Board is bound to affirmthe Departnent’s
decision. 3 V.S.A 8§ 3091(d), Fair Hearing Rule No. 17.
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